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The purpose ofthis study was to determine if Georgia's revised gifted education
policy resulted in an increase in the number of students placed in the program for gifted
and talented students. Further, the study sought to determine if significant differences
occurred in the instructional program after the revised policy was implemented.
This study was based on the premise that the revised policy, with its broadened
definition of giftedness and changes in eligibility requirements, would result in significant
increases in the number of students placed in the program. Additionally, it was theorized
that the new guidelines would bring about changes in the instructional program as it
relates to instructional strategies, curriculum, and assessment.
This was a quantitative study that involved the causal comparative method. To
determine if the policy resulted in increases in the number of students placed in the
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program, the researcher collected data from the Atlanta Public School System's
Department ofResearch, Planning, and Accountability and compared the figures for the
three years before and the three years after the revised policy was implemented. In order
to determine if the instructional program changed significantly, a survey was
administered to teachers who taught in the gifted program under both policies.
The research examined thirteen hypotheses to determine the main effects ofthe
independent variables of the initial and the revised gifted policy upon the number of
students placed in the program and the instructional program overall. The findings
revealed that, of the thirteen hypotheses, nine were accepted and four were rejected.
While there were increases in the number of students in the program, these increases did
not constitute a significant difference. The major changes in the instructional program
were found in the curriculum, assessment, and the strategies used at the elementary level.
Since nine of the thirteen null hypotheses were accepted, it was concluded that no
significant difference can be attributed to the implementation ofthe revised policy.
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Throughout the history ofpublic education, controversy has surrounded the
educational programs for children who were considered exceptional at either end of the
spectrum, from the least educable to the most educable. Education was viewed as elitist,
and educational practices reflected such orientation. Those who were impoverished,
disabled or minority were poorly educated or not educated at all. During the 19th and
much ofthe 20th centuries, many ofthese students were institutionalized or segregated.
As outraged parents and other citizenry expressed concerns about such inequities,
legislation was introduced to bring about changes to include education for all children in
the general education program. This educational reform effort resulted in education
addressing the needs of the average learner, but was viewed as a failure in addressing
programs for those who were not among that group (Shaklee, 1997).
More recently, there has been a call for inclusion of all special needs children,
including the severely handicapped, in education classes, resulting in protests from many
parents and educators (Shanker, 1995). Among this group are those who hold an interest
in students who appear to be gifted and/or talented. This group includes those who are
"twice exceptional" (Corn, 2001). These are students who have disabilities, but were
found to be gifted, went on to become prominent and make outstanding contributions to
1
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society. Corn cites such examples as Helen Keller, Albert Einstein and Stevie Wonder.
According to Corn, individuals such as these are often overlooked because the focus is
j
only on their disabilities instead of their giftedness.
While some parents and other advocates of gifted children believe that
overemphasis on special needs students will result in less attention directed to gifted
children, Corn believes that all gifted children, including those with disabilities, need to
be factored into the formula for identifying, placing and educating gifted children. Corn's
views are similar to those ofEllen Winner (1996) who believes that gifted children are
j
being miseducated and undereducated. She cites a 1993 report by Education Secretary,
Richard Riley, which revealed that only 2 cents of every one hundred dollars go to pre-
cbllegiate gifted programs. More recently, Nugent (2002) cited a 1999 study conducted at
the Frances A. Karnes Center for Gifted Studies with similar findings. While some
funding milestones have been made in establishing such programs as the International
Baccalaureate and Advanced Placement in middle and high schools, a significant dent has
not been made in closing the gap between programs for underachievers and those who are
considered gifted. Nugent points out that the two programs cited were not specifically
i
designed for gifted students, but they do have characteristics that provide differentiated
!
curricula and recognize the unique needs of gifted students.
i
In addition to the funding problem surrounding gifted education, parents all across
the nation have expressed concerns relative to the identification of children with special
I
gifts and talents. The use of mental ability and/or achievement tests as the only measures
to determine eligibility was questioned. After much political debate, gifted policies in
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several states were revised to reflect added dimensions, such as creativity and motivation,
as well as performance on standardized tests (Feldhusen, 1997). The impact was felt in
Georgia and in the Atlanta Public School System during the 1995-1996 school year when
a new multiple criteria identification process was established for the admission of
students into the gifted education program (Cramond, 1997; Jones, 1996).
This new policy was to eliminate exclusionary practices found in traditional gifted
programs that relied on achievement and/or intelligence tests. According to Jones (1996),
these traditional assessment measures, which have generally failed to identify giftedness
among certain groups of minority students, such as African Americans, must give way to
more effective and valid measures. The new multiple criteria identification process,
which evolved from Howard Gardner's Multiple Intelligence Theory (1983), was
purported to be more effective for use in identifying the gifts and talents of minority
students, particularly black students, in the Atlanta Public Schools.
The adoption of the revised policy, not only resulted in changes in eligibility
requirements and referral procedures, it also brought about changes in the curriculum.
With these changes, it was expected that there would be an increase in the number of
students, particularly African-American students, placed in the program for gifted and
talented students. Additionally, teachers ofthe gifted and talented were expected to
utilize a differentiated instructional model to address the needs of this diverse group of
students.
Purpose of the Study
This study was dichotomous in nature. The first part was designed to determine if
Georgia's revised gifted education policy resulted in an increase in the number of
students placed in the Program for Gifted and Talented Students, known as the Challenge
Program, in the Atlanta Public School System. The second part of the study sought to
determine if significant changes occurred in the instructional program for gifted students
since the revised policy was implemented.
At the time of this study, the Atlanta Public School System's student population
was comprised of 89.8% black, 6.4% white, and 3.8% Hispanic and other ethnic groups.
Yet 46% of the students in the Challenge Program were white. Research (Harris & Ford,
1999; Hunsaker, 1994; O'Neil, 1995) shows that Atlanta has a great deal in common with
other urban school systems in the nation as it relates to the lack of certain groups of
minority students in gifted programs. In studying the under-representation of non-white,
economically disadvantaged students in gifted programs, Hunsaker (1994) cites two
decades of research and demonstration projects. This was accomplished through The
National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented whose database provides
information on identification procedures, along with programmatic offerings and
demographics. Hunsaker found that educators recognize a need to make adjustments in
traditional procedures for identifying gifted students. However, acceptance of alternative
strategies, or the multiple criteria identification process, has been very slow.
School system personnel generally have been dissatisfied with alternative
strategies used to date. One explanation for this, according to Hunsaker (1994), was that
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such strategies may not result in increased numbers among populations of interest, such
as blacks and other minorities. The author surmised that school personnel may
experience frustrations because students traditionally excluded may continue to be
excluded. Even if there are increases in the targeted groups, strategies applied across the
board may result in increases for all populations. Consequently, there still may be under-
representations of targeted groups.
The research ofHarris and Ford (1999), along with that of Siegle (2001), supports
the findings ofHunsaker. Harris and Ford contend that "Nowhere has the educational
status of black and other minority students been more evident than in gifted programs
where minority students are underrepresented by as much as 70%" (225). The authors
also cite a lack of data concerning this under-representation. Based on their research over
a nine-year period, they describe factors hindering recruitment and retention of minority
students in gifted education and provide recommendations which include equitable
screening and identification instruments that move beyond standardized achievement or
intelligence tests.
Despite the research findings to date, the call for alternative identification
strategies continues. Reid and Romanoff (1997), who work with the gifted program in
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District in North Carolina, indicate that the program in
that district reflects the definition of intelligence presented by Gardner (1983) in Frames
ofMind. In applying Gardner's principles, Reid and Romanoff (1997) used multiple
criteria in identifying and placing students in the program and developed curriculum and
instruction to address the diverse gifts and talents manifested by the students who
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qualified for the program. The researchers felt that assessment, curriculum and
instruction were interwoven, with one element affecting the other.
Reid and Romanoff (1997) contend that the success of their program was
attributed to participation in Harvard's Project Zero Institute which focused on the
importance of professional training, demonstration teaching and collegial collaboration in
their efforts to identify gifted children and provide appropriate instruction. This entailed
a departure from the use of traditional standardized IQ and achievement measures that
tend to be socio-economically biased. Citing results for second grade placement in 1997,
the researchers indicated that 26% of the students placed in the gifted program were from
low-income families. This represented a significant increase from the number of previous
enrollees from this income group.
The authors cited above also stressed the importance of tailoring the curriculum
and providing instruction to meet the needs of this population of students with diverse
needs once they are placed in the program. They recommended a course of study that
considers multiple intelligences which encourages students to use problem-solving and
other strategies that the students choose.
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg District is one of a few school districts that boasts of
success in adopting a new gifted policy. However, research by Gallagher (1998) found
that, while there is a call for a differentiated curriculum and varied instructional
strategies, very little has been done to implement such changes. He gathered data from
surveys administered to gifted elementary, middle and high school students in nine school
systems. In questioning them as to whether or not they were being challenged by their
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coursework, he found that more than half of the middle school respondents indicated that
their experiences were not challenging. The percentages of negative responses at the
elementary and high school levels were slightly lower, though not significantly.
Additionally, observations of forty-six elementary classrooms revealed that very few
teachers of the gifted were attempting to use differentiation in program content.
These studies, along with others (Field, Harding, Yando, et al., 1998; Treffinger,
1998), have implications for the Atlanta Public School System that adopted Georgia's
revised policy in 1995. The components of the 1995 policy are almost identical to those
cited in the aforementioned studies that call for the use of multiple criteria for identifying
gifted and talented students and a differentiated curriculum delineating instructional
strategies to meet the needs of those students. The program must be monitored closely to
determine if policy guidelines are being followed and if implementation of the policy has
made a significant difference in the numbers of minority students placed in the program.
Background of the Problem
Research conducted over the past fifteen years by Gardner (1983), Sizer (1984),
Goodlad (1984), Treffinger (1991) and Gallagher (1998) suggests that changes were
needed in gifted education to coincide with school reform. Proponents argue that
students have different learning styles, and consideration must be given to other kinds of
talents or intelligences that students may apply and benefit from as they enter workplace
2000.
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A synthesis of research by Feldhusen (1989) supports this line ofreasoning. His
findings reveal that schools are often ineffective in identifying gifted students and in
finding talent among children from poverty and minority backgrounds, among the very
young, and among underachievers. Since identification is most often based on
intelligence tests, use of creativity or other types of measures is rare. He recommends the
use ofmulti-data sources to identify alternate types of giftedness and to specify
appropriate program services.
While the work of Gardner (1983) was not widely accepted initially, in recent
years educators have witnessed the re-emergence of his multiple intelligence theory and
used it as a basis for broadening the definition of giftedness to include special talents as
well. Shaklee (1997) suggests there are much broader notions of intelligence today which
impact the methods used in identifying gifted and talented students. The work of Gardner
seems to confirm this. Gardner originally identified seven areas of intelligence, then later
added an eighth one (1998). The eight intelligences are linguistic, logical-mathematical,
bodily-kinesthetic, spatial, musical, interpersonal, intrapersonal and naturalistic. These
go beyond the boundaries of the traditional definition of intelligence that is measured
through tests of mental ability or achievement. As the nation's children face personal,
social and career challenges in the information age advanced by technology, educators
must continue to recognize and stress the importance of knowledge and competence. It is
equally important, however, to nurture the many and varied talents among young people.
Along these same lines, Treffmger (1998) contends that the nation's progress, the
quality of life and survival itself are dependent upon educators' recognition and
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development of gifts and talents in physical, social and behavioral sciences; leadership;
the arts; philosophy and other areas. This will require a paradigm shift from traditional
gifted education to a more "flexible, dynamic, contemporary approach to talent
development" (p. 755). Other researchers, such as Guild and Chock Eng (1998) and
Gallagher (1998) concur that changes must be made in traditional views of giftedness to
include the various talents that students possess. They subscribe to a differentiated
curriculum that has substance, depth and quality; and practices that promote diversity.
As gifted education became an issue in the political arena, lawmakers began to
take notice. Questions were raised about equal opportunity, violations of civil rights and
the removal of obstacles that prevent equality. Gallagher (1995) chronicles research
conducted since 1980 involving diverse populations of students. His findings reveal that
an equity issue is involved since there has been a disproportionate number ofwhites
served in gifted programs over the years. He contends, however, that the imbalance lies
in opportunities and environment and offers a solution that is closely aligned with that of
other theorists who favor greater opportunities for full development of all students,
including those with outstanding talents.
It was the issue of civil rights and the pressure of constituencies that prompted
elected state officials in Georgia to revise the 1990 policy, GOB Rule 160-4-2-.8.
According to Norman H. Thomas (1998), the former policy analyst for the Atlanta Public
Schools, the 1990 policy was too narrow, restrictive and exclusive. Statewide, the
placement of minority students was marginal. This was an especially sensitive area in a
school system with a 93% black student population at that time. Many local teachers,
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administrators, parents and representatives from various professional organizations
demanded change. Their demands were met by the state in 1995 and adopted for
implementation in Atlanta during the 1996-1997 school year.
In essence, the revised policy, GOB Rule 160-4-2-.38, evolved in response to
concerns from all stakeholders who felt that the previous policy was too stringent and
limited in its definition and eligibility requirements. The new policy was designed to
broaden the definition of gifted students to include those who possess high intellectual
abilities, an aptitude in a specific subject, creative/artistic ability, and/or outstanding
leadership skills. Students who qualify in at least three ofthese four areas are declared
eligible for the program and are provided an opportunity to take advantage of a newly
designed, differentiated, challenging and rigorous curriculum (Jones, 1996).
The school system's response to the new policy resulted in comprehensive
planning; communication of the plan to all stakeholders; training of local school leaders,
gifted and regular education teachers; implementation of the plan; and student, staff and
program evaluation techniques. Additionally, a comprehensive handbook, entitled APS
Challenge Program A to Z: Process and Procedures Manual 1996-1997, was prepared
for use as a reference for local staff. This manual includes instructional and management
strategies for differentiation, referral forms, parent notification letters, teacher observation
forms, student checklists and other relevant information. A key element in Atlanta's
implementation plan was the training ofteachers in the regular education program in how
to recognize potentially gifted students and encouraging them to follow up on referral
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procedures (Jones, 1996). This would directly impact students' being tested and their
potential for being identified and placed in the program.
Statement of the Problem
During the past two decades, concerns relative to identification and placement of
gifted students have been voiced by parents and educators alike. The use of traditional
measures, namely IQ and standardized tests, has been at the heart of controversy
surrounding the definition of giftedness and how students are selected for gifted services.
There is a substantial body of research including that of Gardner (1983, 1998), Hunsaker
(1994), Feldhusen (1996), Gallagher (1995), and Winner (1998), that supports broadening
the definition to include talents and using multiple criteria to identify and place students
in gifted programs. Once placed in the program, the curriculum must be challenging and
rigorous with instructional strategies tailored to meet the students' needs.
Despite the growing body of research to support such changes, there is evidence
(Field, Harding, et al., 1998; Gallagher, 1998; Treffinger, 1998; Westberg &
Archambault, 1997;) to suggest that this is not, in fact, happening in the majority of
schools. The Atlanta Public School System was one of the first school systems in
Georgia to raise questions about the inequities found in gifted education. In interviews
with Jones and Thomas (1998), it was revealed that there was a growing concern
expressed by parents, teachers and administrators relative to identification criteria and
referral procedures for the gifted program. With a minority student population exceeding
12
90%, almost one half (46%) ofthe students targeted for gifted services or receiving gifted
services were white.
Along with these concerns were those relative to the impact of the revised policy
on the instructional program for gifted students. According to the research cited above
and interviews with Atlanta Public Schools' officials, there have been very few changes
in the instructional program. The writer's experiences as a teacher and, more recently, as
an administrator who is responsible for monitoring all aspects ofthe instructional
program, revealed similar findings. These observations, collectively, suggested the need
to conduct further research relative to reform in gifted education and the impact ofthese
reform measures on program effectiveness.
Significance of the Study
Educational policy evolves and is revised as a result of a dynamic society that
demands change to meet new challenges. Broadening the definition of giftedness to
include talents as well required changes in several components of the gifted program in
Georgia and in the Atlanta Public School System. While there is a plan in place to
address each of the components of the revised policy, success of the plan depends on
several factors that include: training of personnel, closely monitoring the referral process
and the instructional program, continuously evaluating the success of the program, and
making revisions as necessary.
It was envisaged that the findings of this study would:
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1. Provide valuable information as to the effectiveness of the revised gifted
policy in increasing the number of students placed in the gifted program.
2. Validate whether or not the revised policy resulted in significant changes in
the instructional program for gifted students.
3. Help to inform future policy and/or decisions relative to gifted education.
Research Questions
This investigation proposed to answer the following questions:
1. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program
during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of the
revised policy?
2. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program in
terms of race during the 3 years before and the 3 years after implementation of
the revised policy?
3. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program in
terms of gender during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy?
4. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program in
terms of school level during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation ofthe revised policy?
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5. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program in
terms of socioeconomic status during the 3 years before and the 3 years after
the implementation of the revised policy?
6. Is there a difference in the number of students placed in the gifted program in
terms ofprogram model during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy?
7. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy?
8. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of curriculum during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy?
9. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of instruction during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation of the revised policy?
10. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation of the revised policy?
11. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of curriculum during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy according to school
level?
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12. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of instruction during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy according to school
level?
13. Is there a difference in the previous instructional program and the revised
instructional program in terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the
3 years after implementation of the revised policy according to school level?
Summary
The debate surrounding the identification and placement of gifted and talented
students has existed for the past three decades. As it evolved into a civil rights issue, and
the public demanded change, politicians moved forward in revising the policy. The new
policy broadened the definition of giftedness to include students with special talents and
those with potential for outstanding performance as leaders, and programmatic changes
became a vital link in order to meet the needs of this diverse group of students.
This study could provide valuable information about the effectiveness of Atlanta's
plan to provide opportunities for those who are potentially gifted and/or talented, as well
as for those who are already being served in the program. Those who are responsible for
implementing, monitoring, evaluating and revising/adapting the plan must be adequately
trained if the plan is to be successful in meeting the needs ofthe students.
An essential part of this study was the review of related literature that provided an
historical view of gifted education and insight into research that has been done in recent
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years. This information provided the investigator with valuable information relative to
the development and implementation of programs to ensure the highest levels of success
in meeting the needs of gifted and talented students.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The review of related literature is guided by the research questions pertinent to the
dependent and independent variables. In order to put this study in perspective and reveal
how current policy and programs evolved, this chapter presents an historical picture of
gifted education in the United States. Literature delineating traditional definitions of
giftedness, assessment measures and program offerings were also reviewed, along with
recent changes and the rationale for such changes.
Definitions of Giftedness and Identification Measures
Controversy has surrounded the concept of giftedness for centuries. Piirto (1994)
examined potentially gifted people that dates back to the time of the Biblical character,
Moses, who was believed to have the power of divinity and whose gifts are attributed to
leading the children of Israel out of slavery in Egypt. In citing gifted and talented
individuals, she writes:
That Plato was a great philosopher, that Gardner is a cognitive
scientist, that Moses was a prophet, that Grandma Moses was an artist
whose talent was not recognized until she had aged, illustrates that talent,
or the manifestation of talent, takes many forms, (p. 14)
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Piirto argues that in spite ofthe unique characteristics of these individuals, there is still
the persistent belief that giftedness must be determined by a general intelligence or IQ
test. In fact, there are several groups, including one that is called Mensa, that accepts
only members who score at a certain level on a battery ofIQ tests.
Using a timeline, Piirto presented the various theorists and theories that have had
an impact on the field of gifted and talented education over the years. This timeline
reveals such noted theorists as L. M. Terman (1916, 1965), who is associated with the
development and use of the widely-used Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale; Howard
Gardner (1983) and his multiple intelligence theory; and Feldhusen (1992), who looked at
talent as a component of giftedness. Piirto points out that there are noted differences
among the theories. Some focus on the high intelligence quotient as measured by IQ
tests, while others incorporate factors such as practical skills, creativity, leadership
potential, and communication skills. Giftedness is sometimes used interchangeably with
talents, genius and intelligence. Such widespread notions about giftedness have resulted
in much confusion and controversy over the years.
Relative to school definitions of giftedness, Kough and DeHaan (1960) published
a book that delineated behavioral characteristics of intellectually gifted students who
possessed special skills, talents and abilities that included nine areas, ranging from
scientific, leadership and creative abilities to mechanical and physical skills. It should be
noted that this is a very comprehensive list that may reflect some uncertainty about the
concept of giftedness. However, many of these same characteristics were found in The
MarlandReport (1971) which appeared in Public Law 91-230 which, in part, read:
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Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally qualified
persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of high
performance. These are children who require differentiated educational
programs and/or services beyond those normally provided by the regular
school program in order to realize their contribution to self and society.
(P-5)
The criteria for placement under this law fell into six categories: (1) general intellectual
ability, (2) specific academic aptitude, (3) creative or productive thinking, (4) leadership
ability, (5) visual and performing arts ability, and (6) psychomotor ability.
Similar categories are found in Gardner's book, Frames ofMind (1983), in which
he presented a multiple intelligence theory. He argued that intelligence is not one-
dimensional. According to Gardner, there are seven areas of intelligence: linguistic,
musical, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal and intrapersonal.
He has since added natural intelligence to the list (Nicholson & Nelson, 1998). In
essence, Gardner's MI Theory, along with theories of others (Gagne, 1991; Marland,
1971; Sternberg, 1985; Tannenbaum, 1983) took into consideration gifts, talents, genius
and intelligence, all ofwhich cannot be measured on a psychometric test.
By the mid-1980s, most gifted education programs in the United States looked
beyond intelligence and achievement to include talents, skills, and abilities in their
definitions of giftedness. In actuality, however, many programs continued to identify and
serve only those who had high intelligence or achievement test scores. It is believed that
these assessment measures, especially IQ tests, have traditionally been used to
j
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discriminate against minority students. One of the most frequently referred to
psychologist in the study of giftedness is Lewis Terman who is associated with the
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test. Piirto (1994) cited a longitudinal study of high IQ
individuals in which Terman concluded that two Mexican-Indian children's dullness was
racial or an hereditary trait. He went on to say that this trait is typically found in Indians
and Negroes, and the problem cannot be eliminated with mental training. Terman went
on to recommend segregation in special classes and emphasis on training them to become
good workers.
Studies such as this resulted in fear ofIQ testing. Since the 1930s, however, this
type oftesting has been widely accepted in the United States and used in schools in the
field of special education, especially in identifying students for gifted education.
According to Tomlinson-Keasey and Little (1990), the persistent use of IQ tests in
schools lies in its being used as a successful predictor of school and job performance.
They argue that many colleges select students from the top 10% oftheir high school
classes; these students go on to get good jobs and have high incomes. These
accomplishments are accredited to having academic talent as measured by IQ tests.
Humphreys' (1986) views were similar; he felt that these tests should continue to
be used to identify the academically talented. He adds, however, that there is a question
of equity that is still as pertinent now as it was during earlier days of testing in the U.S.
Army. These tests were used to declare that people of color, Jews and Italians were
mentally deficient. Humphreys refers to these findings as ludicrous, in light of what has
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been learned over the years through IQ testing and other assessment measures. Talent,
giftedness and high levels of intelligence have been found among all ethnic groups.
As the debate over the use of IQ tests to identify giftedness continued,
achievement tests surfaced as a means of identifying specific academic ability during the
late 1970s and the 1980s. Such tests as the California Achievement Test was said to be
"one of the best standardized batteries available" (Wardrop, 1989, p. 133). Other tests
that were highly touted for use in identifying gifted and talented students was the Iowa
Test of Basic Skills (Hieronymus, Hoover, & Lindquist, 1986), the Metropolitan
Achievement Test (Prescott, Balow et al., 1984), and the Stanford Achievement Test
(Gardner, Rudman, Karlsen, & Mernin, 1983). These tests, coupled with IQ tests, were
primary identification tools until the early 1990s.
As the definition for giftedness became more comprehensive, identification
measures and procedures gradually changed as well. Howard Gardner is credited with
sparking a revolution about intelligence and how it should be measured. In an interview
with Kathy Checkley (1997), Gardner expressed surprise at the fervor with which his
multiple intelligence theory was embraced by educators. He wrote, "It obviously spoke to
some sense that people had that kids weren't all the same and that the tests we had, only
skimmed the surface about the differences among kids" (p. 8).
While Gardner's MI theory may not have been designed to address the
controversy surrounding identification and instruction of gifted students, it has been used
as a viable tool for doing just that. Reid and Romanoff (1997) described a program for
gifted students in the Charlotte-Mecklenberg School District with Gardner's theory as a
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base. The original program was implemented in the mid-1960s, but was transformed in
1991 when Gardner's theory was applied in assessment measures, curriculum
development and instructional strategies. The results revealed an increase in the number
of students eligible for gifted services at the elementary level.
Around the same time, a study by Tyler-Wood and Card (1991) found that
different tests or identification measures should be used. In administering four individual
assessment measures to a randomly selected group of 21 gifted and talented students, they
found significant differences in their scores. While all of the students met their state's
requirement for inclusion in the gifted and talented programs, only five would have
qualified if passing scores had been required on all four, and seventeen would have been
eliminated if only one test had been used. Thus, multiple means of identification were
recommended.
Other studies (Black, 1994; Maker, Nielson, & Rogers, 1994; Smerechansky-
Metzger, 1995; Stratum, 1996; Winebrinner, 2001) support these findings and appear to
have informed policy decisions in several states, including Georgia, which uses multiple
criteria for identifying gifted students (Frasier, 1996). The most commonly used
measures today include behavioral checklists; grades and scores on other tests, such as
tests of critical thinking or problem-solving, tests of creativity, teacher-made tests, and
competency tests; projects; performances; and other student productions. These measures
involve regular classroom teachers and allow them to provide input in the referral of
potentially gifted and talented students.
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Gifted Education Programs and Strategies
Once students are referred and determined to be eligible for the program, meeting
their diverse needs is the next challenge. The literature reveals that variations have
occurred in gifted and talented programs over the last century. Piirto (1994) presented a
table called the "Peaks and Valleys in the Education of the Gifted" (p. 49) which
delineates the various programs, acts and arrangements made from 1868 through 1993.
An analysis ofthe aforementioned reveals that three of the most prominent ways in which
these students have been taught are acceleration, grouping and special schools.
The earliest of these, acceleration, involved allowing the students to move through
the curriculum at a faster pace. While this arrangement was both logical and efficient, it
resulted in controversy and encountered negative reactions from educators. They
expressed concerns about students' suffering peer rejection and being unable to
participate in activities, especially athletic activities for males, with their peers. Citing
child development studies conducted by the Gesell Institute in the the 1940s and the
1950s, Piirto found that these studies convinced educators that children benefit more
when they remain with their peers. Consequently, these studies produced a kind of fear
that remains, to some extent, in public education today.
A similar strategy is called curriculum compacting that appears to have been
introduced by Starko in 1986, but popularized by Reis and Renzulli in 1992. It is also
found in Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate programs cited by Nugent
(2001). Compacting is described as a flexible, research-supported instructional technique
for modifying the regular curriculum to meet the needs of high ability students. It is a
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form of content acceleration that enables high-ability students to skip work they already
know and substitute more challenging content. The goals of this strategy are to
streamline work that may be mastered at a pace commensurate with the students' ability,
create a challenging learning environment, guarantee proficiency in basic curriculum, and
buy time for enrichment and acceleration.
Reis, Westberg et al. (1998) conducted a study to examine the effects of
curriculum compacting on the achievement test scores of a national sample of336 high-
ability students from heterogeneous classrooms in rural, suburban and urban settings.
Using control and experimental groups, the teachers involved in the study eliminated
between 40 to 50% of curricula for the students across content areas. Pre and post
student achievement was examined through the use of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and
out-of-grade level tests (one grade higher) to eliminate ceiling effects. The results
indicated that there were no significant differences in the achievement levels ofthe
groups. Thus, teachers' fears about declines in achievement due to compacting were
allayed, and compacting is now used in many gifted programs across the nation, including
the program in Atlanta.
Another common means of educating gifted and talented students is grouping.
While ability grouping for slow and average students seems to have little or no effect on
achievement, it has been found to be very effective with high achievers when curriculum
modifications are made in accordance with the learning characteristics ofthe students
(Kulik & Kulik, 1992, 1997). The recent trend of cooperative grouping, however, has
met with opposition by some researchers (Mills & Durden, 1992; Rogers, Cussler, &
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Anderson, 1991; Slavin, 1991) who contend that this type of grouping slows the
achievement of gifted and talented students who serve as teachers or group leaders.
Based on these findings, Schack (1996) recommends grouping students with similar
learning styles, interests and abilities and allowing them to work cooperatively.
One of the most familiar and perhaps infamous forms of grouping is XYZ
grouping, called tracking. This grouping involves high, middle and low achieving
students who, for the most part, remain in the tracks throughout their educational careers.
In their analysis of 51 studies, Kulik and Kulik (1992) found that very few achievement
gains were made by any of the groups. The analysis also showed that while self-esteem
was elevated in the low achievement group, the high achievers suffered from lowered
self-esteem. These results were attributed to all students' having the same curricula even
though their group placement was different.
More recently, Rogers (1998) presented an analysis of studies on grouping since
1992 and found that the focus of these studies has not changed significantly, and the
results are primarily the same. In summation, high ability and gifted students appear to
benefit most in like-ability groups because they are able to access more advanced
knowledge and skills and practice deeper processing. Rogers felt that this was made
possible as a result of instructors not having to divide their energies and efforts among a
widely diverse population of students. While it is not likely that the grouping controversy
will be resolved in the near future, Rogers advises educators to use the most recent
research findings to move forward.
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In a study conducted by Rogers (2001), nine myths and realities were identified
regarding grouping of gifted and talented students. While advocates of grouping see it as
commonplace in the real world, ability grouping is viewed as undemocratic and
inflexible. Rogers reveals that those who hold these views cite several reasons for their
positions: it removes role models, provides the worst teachers for the worst students,
damages self-esteem, limits achievement, creates disruptive classrooms and undermines
quality discussions. Rogers goes on to say that contrary to these myths, research tends to
support several realities that include placing students in groups on the basis of students'
performance rather than economics or skin color; achievement is enhanced when
curriculum and instruction are slightly beyond students' current performance and teacher
expectations influence behavior more than the grouping practice.
Grouping of any kind runs into opposition from those who advocate inclusion for
all students who are in programs for exceptional children. Sapon-Shevin (1995) states,
"Classes that stigmatize and isolate students because of one kind of difference are rarely
welcoming places for students with other differences" (p. 64). She believes that
instructional models that pull any students, especially gifted students, away from other
students disrupts the sense of community that should exist in schools. This form of
disruption, she contends, takes on several forms that are summarized as follows:
1. It sends a message that exceptional children must leave the classroom.
Consequently, their sense of having a secure place in the classroom is
challenged.
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2. Removal of these students interferes with the promotion ofmulticultural
education and a positive response to differences.
3. A climate of distrust and alienation may be created when communication is
not open. For example, it is important for students to recognize differences
and understand why some students were selected for the gifted program.
4. Classroom flow may be disrupted, and teachers' ability to establish a cohesive
group may be challenged when students are coming and going.
5. Teachers may sense that they have been deemed incapable of meeting the
special needs of these children when their responsibility for doing so has been
taken away.
Sapon-Shevin (1995) stresses the importance of recognizing that inclusion
requires a change in philosophy, curriculum and instruction, and structural organization
that many educators are not willing to address. The author contends that with appropriate
training and the collaborative efforts of the total school staff, every classroom can be
transformed into an ideal place for all students, no matter what exceptionality they
possess. Finally, she stresses the importance of advocates for full inclusion and advocates
for quality gifted education not becoming enemies, but joining forces to develop schools
that will benefit all children.
Kearney (2000) holds similar views to those of Sapon-Shevin relative to inclusion
for gifted students. She believes that gifted students should have intellectual accessibility
to the full range of curriculum from pre-k through college; that artificial boundaries of
age and grade level should be eliminated; that a climate of respect for intellectual
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diversity should be established; and that classroom management and teaching strategies
should not exploit highly gifted children. The vision for inclusion for the highly gifted
student, according to Kearni, is for educators to be flexible, to base placement and
teaching strategies on research rather than myth, and to extend the concept of inclusion
beyond artificial age, grade level and physical boundaries.
The establishment of special schools has been the third primary means of
educating gifted and talented students. One of the earliest of these schools was located in
New York at the Hunter College Elementary School for gifted students that opened in
1941. Entrance required a competitive examination or a high IQ. Another was the
Stuyvesant High School in New York City that opened in the early twentieth century. As
mandates for desegregation forced school systems to make changes, magnet schools
became popular in the 1970s and 1980s and are still in existence today. Entrance
requirements include earning high scores on competitive exams or auditions of some sort.
While these schools met federal guidelines for desegregation at the time of their
inception, their value in educating gifted and talented students has not been determined.
The creation of these schools, however, made it possible to look, not only at the
academically gifted and talented, but the creatively gifted and talented as well (Feldhusen,
1992). To some extent, the students who were not previously included in traditional
gifted programs became eligible for services on the basis of outstanding talents in a
designated area.
Recognizing that there was an under-representation of minority students in gifted
and talented programs and schools established to serve them, a Boston-based program
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was founded in 1963 and has since become a national program with students from more
than 25 states. This group is comprised largely of African Americans, Hispanics, Native
Americans and Asians. The program, called ABC (A Better Chance), specializes in
identifying and recruiting gifted and talented minority students for enrollment in some of
the nations top public, private and day schools. These schools include Phillips Academy
in Andover, Massachusetts; St. George's School in Newport, Rhode Island; Middlesex
School in Concord, Massachusetts; and Milton Academy in Milton, Massachusetts
(Kinnon, 1997).
In her investigation of this program, Kinnon indicates that the Program's
uniqueness lies in its consideration of factors other than tests for admission. She quotes
ABC's president, Judith Berry Griffin, who says, "We are looking for motivation,
tenacity, academic potential and kids who are determined to be successful" (p. 48).
Kinnon sees the program's record of success as phenomenal in that 99% of its graduates
enroll in college, nine out often receive college degrees and many go on to pursue
graduate study.
Legislative Acts and Other Action Leading to Revision of the Policy
The special schools and programs described above addressed some of the
concerns relative to minority representation in gifted and talented programs. However,
far too many inequities still existed. It was the concern about such inequities that led to
several lawsuits and acts of legislation. In 1988, the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented
Students Educational Act under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title IV,
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was passed by the U.S. Congress. This act focused on children from economically
disadvantaged families and areas and children with limited English proficiency. Under
this act, it was declared that the federal government had a limited but essential role in the
education of gifted and talented students, particularly those in the aforementioned
categories. Through this act, a national agenda for research was established, along with
training programs for personnel, and state and local funds were supplemented. Section
4103 ofESEA redefined gifted and talented students as follows:
The term 'gifted and talented students' means children and youth who give
evidence of high performance capability in areas such as intellectual,
creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific academic fields, and
who require services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school in
order to fully such capabilities, (p. 15)
This definition was further revised after an advisory panel to the Javits Act
administrators in the U.S. Office of Educational Research and Improvement proposed a
definition prompted by new cognitive research and concerns for continuous inequity in
participation in programs for the gifted. The report, entitled "National Excellence: A
Case for Developing America's Talent" (1993), authored by the U.S. Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, addressed the issues of giftedness and talent
occurring in all ethnic and cultural groups and its identification through measures other
than test scores. It further replaced the term "giftedness" with "outstanding talent" and
"exceptional talent" (p. 26).
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According to a 1998 update, published by the U.S. Department ofEducation, the
Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Program has funded the National Research
Center on the Gifted and Talented located at the University of Connecticut at Storrs. In
collaboration with other universities, the center conducts and analyzes research to
develop information needed to meet the educational needs of the gifted and talented. The
center regularly publishes results designed to address questions relative to the best ways
to identify, nurture and develop the talents of students from diverse backgrounds; how
programs for the gifted and talented can be used to improve education for all students;
how researchers, policy makers and others work together to design and conduct research
and ensure that it informs policy and practice.
Since 1989, the Javits Program has awarded over 100 grants to state and local
public and private education agencies, institutions and organizations devoted to helping
talented students develop their abilities and reach higher levels of achievement. The
establishment of this program, however, did little to deter advocates for academically
talented students and parents from filing lawsuits in their behalf. A summary of such
lawsuits by Karnes and Marquardt (1991) reveals that cases have been brought relative to
early admission to colleges and universities, admission to programs, racial and
desegregation issues, curriculum modification, teacher training and placement, and the
lack of educational programming for gifted and talented students.
In the Centennial Case in California, referred to by Karnes and Marquardt as the
"seminal case in gifted education" (p. 62), a court ruled in favor of a child who was
placed in a pull-out program instead of in classes that provided more rigorous instruction
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in reading and math, the areas in which he was found to be academically talented. The
court required the school district to make provisions for the child according to their
resources.
Karnes and Marquardt (1997) continued to follow and analyze court cases and
legislative acts relative to gifted education. They concluded that, compared to children
and adults with disabilities, gifted and talented students have very limited protections
under state and federal laws as it relates to identification, placement, suitable
programming and other civil rights issues. These researchers revealed that while the
Javits Act provided model programs and projects, it was not established by Congress to
protect the legal rights of gifted and talented children. Since there are no legal protections
under federal law, responsibility for such mandates is left to the states. These researchers
stress the importance of educators, parents and other advocates for these children
knowing the legal framework for the education and related services that should be
provided.
Based on their research findings relative to successful litigation in behalf of gifted
and talented students, Karnes and Marquardt outline four channels to follow to assure
appropriate services and to maximize the probability that a suit will be resolved
productively. These steps are: (1) negotiation that begins at the level at which the dispute
arose; (2) mediation that provides an avenue to resolve an issue in an informal, amicable
manner; (3) due process that provides a formal hearing; and (4) court cases that evolve
when conflicts cannot be resolved through the first three channels.
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In some cases, there are protections under federal law provided by the Office of
Civil Rights in the United States Department of Education. In programs and activities
receiving federal support, equal opportunities to participate must be offered to children
without regard to age, gender, race, color or national origin. Karnes and Marquardt's
review of letters of findings (1994) found 48 rulings involving gifted and talented
students, the majority of which involved African-American students.
Along these same lines, Gallagher (1995) raised the question as to whether the
education of gifted students is a civil rights issue as he responded to suggestions that
programs for gifted students may serve as a haven for upper middle-class white students.
Consequently, these programs may be subtle forms of ethnic and racial discrimination.
In his research, he found differential representation of the sexes and of ethnic and racial
groups in classes for gifted students. Gallagher discusses the role of genetics in the
development of certain intelligences by giving examples of children in the same family
and even twins who are born with more potential for rapid learning than others in that
same family. He offers that this is just one aspect of the picture, however, and goes on to
say that environment and experiences play a significant role in the development of
abilities.
Gallagher concludes that educators as well as psychologists may be guilty of
misleading the public as it relates to intellectual development and giftedness. The focus
on IQ has served as an obstacle to recognizing that opportunities, practice, and motivation
are equally important. In answer to the question relative to civil rights, Gallagher asserts
that disproportionate numbers of certain groups do reveal problems of equity, but the
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unfairness lies primarily in imbalance of opportunities and environment. His solution is
in line with provisions under the Javits Act of 1994 which offers programs to find and
encourage all students with special abilities during their early years and nurture them to
fruition.
Recent legislation enacted by Congress to benefit students in the aforementioned
category is The Gifted and Talented Students Education Act of 1998. An analysis ofthe
bill by the Council for Exceptional Children revealed eight findings that may be
summarized as follows:
1. Gifted and talented students are from all cultural, racial and ethnic
backgrounds; give evidence of high performance capability in one or more
areas; and have been historically underrepresented in gifted education
programs.
2. These students' needs are not met in the regular classroom because they learn
more quickly and require a more rigorous and challenging course of study.
3. There is currently no federal requirement to serve these students, and
disparities exist at the state and local levels as it relates to funding,
identification and accountability mechanisms. Additionally, as of 1990, fewer
than 2 cents out of every 100 dollars was spent on students in this category.
4. Performance of advanced high school seniors in the U.S. on the Third
International Mathematics and Science Study was among the lowest in the
world.
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5. In order for the United States to compete in the global economy, achievement
levels must be raised, and highly capable students must be provided with an
education that prepares them to perform successfully in a highly challenging
and competitive workplace.
To overcome such challenges, this act was passed to provide grants to states to
support programs designed to meet the diverse needs of gifted and talented students in
elementary and secondary schools. The grants are allotted to states and are to be used for
professional development, technical assistance, innovative programs and services and
emerging technologies such as distance learning. Approximately $160,000,000 has been
appropriated to carry out this act for the fiscal years 1999-2003.
Summary
The literature centered around gifted education in the United States reveals that its
history has been steeped in controversy. Gifted education has been viewed as elitist by
some who felt that far too much attention was given to a small population of students.
The proponents of gifted education, however, have numerous concerns relative to
insufficient funding, under-representation of minority students, identification measures,
appropriate programming, and adequate training for school staffs.
Research reveals that the definition of giftedness has been at the heart of the
controversy almost since the inception of gifted education in America. The traditional
definition entailed only those areas that were measurable by standardized achievement
and IQ tests. With recent policy revision in several states, this definition has become
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more comprehensive in nature and includes various areas of academic excellence, as well
as leadership skills and talents. New policies were designed to provide opportunities for
a more diverse group of students, particularly minority students, to receive gifted services.
However, initial findings reveal that there is still a gap in the number of minority students
who qualify when compared to the number ofwhites. Lawsuits and legislative acts
abound as a result of challenges by parents, educators and other gifted education
advocates who believe that there are still far too many inequities and injustices in the
field.
Another controversy involves how to serve gifted and talented students more
effectively. The literature reveals that efforts to educate this population of students
include acceleration, grouping and special schools. Researchers have identified both
successes and failures among these programmatic designs, and those who support
inclusion are strongly opposed to them claiming that they isolate and stigmatize students,
causing them to lose their sense of community.
It appears that some strides have been made in gifted education. However,
theorists, practitioners and other advocates continue to debate the issues pertaining to the
best means to identify and serve gifted and talented students. As new and revised policies




The purpose ofthis study was twofold: (a) to determine if the revised policy for
gifted education in the Atlanta Public School System resulted in an increase in the
number of students placed in the Program for Gifted and Talented Students; and (b) to
find out if there were a difference in the instructional program under the revised policy
when compared to the instructional program under the former policy.
Theoretically, the revised policy was designed to address the under-representation
of minority students in the program whose gifts and/or talents may have gone undetected
through traditional eligibility requirements, and to offer an instructional program to meet
their needs. The assumptions were that more students would be identified/ placed in the
program as a result ofthe multiple identification process and that teachers would follow a
differentiated instructional model to meet the diverse needs of gifted and talented
students.
Research by Hunsaker (1994), Tice (1998), Treffinger (1998), and Piirto (2000)
found that alternative approaches to identifying gifted and talented students, particularly
among minority students, has yielded some isolated instances of success. Generally,
however, a disproportionate number of Caucasian students still populate gifted
classrooms. Additionally, efforts to tailor learning activities to meet the needs ofthis
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diverse group of students have led to calls for programmatic changes. Theories abound
(Guild & Chock Eng, 1998; Nugent, 2002; Schultz, 2000; Sternberg, 1996; Westberg &
Archambault, 1997; Williamson, 1998) with ways to address the needs of gifted and
talented students. These range from addressing multiple intelligences to utilizing brain-
based education and empowering teachers and students to become reflective practitioners
and decision-makers. While some successes have been revealed, moving from theory to
practice continues to be an area of concern.
Presentation of the Variables
There are four variables in this study, two independent and two dependent
variables. The independent variables are the old gifted policy and the revised gifted
policy, and the dependent variables are the number of students placed and the
instructional program, both ofwhich are expected to be affected by the revised policy.
Details pertinent to the variables and their relationships are delineated in the ensuing
discussion.
The first independent variable is Georgia Board ofEducation Rule (GBOE) 160-
4-2-.08, the gifted policy that was in effect in the Atlanta Public School System froml990
to 1996. This policy, according to Thomas (1998), was narrow in scope and eliminated
far too many minority students. During the time that this policy was in effect, eligibility
was based on mental ability scores derived from intelligence tests and academic
achievement scores derived from standardized tests. Students had to meet the criteria in
both categories in order to be considered for the gifted program. The curriculum was
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primarily standardized according to grade levels, and students were expected to move
through the curriculum at a specified pace (Mumford-Glover, 1990).
The second independent variable in this study, the revised gifted policy, was
introduced in 1996 when the Georgia Board of Education replaced Rule 160-4-2-.08 with
Rule 160-4-2-.38, which added two categories to the eligibility criteria for admitting
students to the Gifted and Talented Program. The revised policy added the categories of
creativity and motivation and moved beyond the use of standardized mental ability and
achievement tests as the only means of identification. In addition to these measures,
other measures, such as checklists, rating scales, projects, performances and grades are
used as well. While multiple assessment approaches were criticized in earlier policies
and practices as lacking reliability and validity, they have recently won the support of
both educators and policy-makers nationwide (Gagne, 1995; Gallagher, 1996; Shaklee,
1997; Winebrinner 2001). Theoretically, these new identification systems take into
consideration an expanded definition of giftedness and increase access for
underrepresented student populations. Shaklee indicates that although gains have been
made, "The field will continue to experience conflict while the new definitions,
constructs, and identification schemes are supplanting the old and more stereotypical
notions ofwho is gifted and how they can be identified" (p. 214).
Along with changes in identification systems, Georgia's revised policy also calls
for a differentiated curriculum and instruction that is fast-paced; uses inquiry techniques,
varied questioning strategies, and cooperative learning groups; engages students in
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problem-solving; allows for independent contract work and study; and uses numerous
other instructional strategies (Cowan & Krisel, 1997).
These are reflected in the Atlanta Public Schools' curriculum for gifted and
talented students which consists of three equally important dimensions. According to
Jones (1996), these are:
1. A content-based mastery dimension that allows gifted learners to move more
rapidly through the curriculum.
2. A process/product/research dimension that encourages in-depth and
independent learning.
3. An epistemological concept dimension that allows for the exploration of
issues, themes, and ideas across the curriculum, (p. 30)
These curriculum dimensions provide for differentiated instruction in all content areas
and are designed to provide challenging and varied experiences to meet the needs of
gifted learners.
These same dimensions are revealed in studies of successful gifted and talented
programs (Junion-Metz, 2001; Kinnon, 1997; Reid & Romanoff, 1997; Ross, 1997;
Shaklee, 1997) which move beyond the "one size fits all" (Westberg & Archambault,
1997, p. 30) philosophy. The new programs recognize that students have varied gifts and
talents and must be challenged with differentiated educational experiences tailored for
their unique characteristics and behaviors.
Using research findings as a basis, Georgia's revised gifted policy was designed to
reach a broader population of students, particularly minority students whose gifts and
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talents may not have been identified through traditional means. The policy was especially
important for the Atlanta School System that is comprised of a largely black student
population that was more than 90% during the years prior to policy revision. Despite this
high percentage ofblack students, there was a disproportionate number ofwhites (48%)
receiving gifted services.
The first dependent variable is the number of students placed in the gifted
program after implementation ofthe revised policy. With the new multiple criteria
identification process in place and changes in eligibility requirements, it was expected
that more students would be placed in the program. According to Harris and Ford (1999),
the lack of teacher referrals of minority students decreases chances of recruiting and
retaining them in gifted education. In most school districts, this is the first step in
identifying and placing students in gifted programs. Without referrals, the probability of
placement is virtually nil. Once students are referred, they are then screened and assessed
for placement.
It should be kept in mind, however, that all students who are nominated or
referred are not selected for gifted services. Under the new multiple criteria identification
process, students have four areas in which they are assessed. They must meet minimum
score levels in any three out offour. As outlined in the Challenge Program Process and
Procedures ManualforAPS Challenge Program Yearbookfor 1997-1998, the four areas
are: (1) mental ability, (2) achievement, (3) creativity, and (4) motivation. With these
new eligibility requirements which introduce creativity and motivation as indicators of
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talent and/or giftedness, more students are expected to qualify for placement in the
program.
The second dependent variable in this study is the instructional program. Once
students are identified and placed in the program, meeting their needs through quality
educational opportunities and experiences is the next challenge that must be met. There
are numerous concerns over the quality of curriculum, instruction, and resources in urban
schools that may be largely populated by blacks and Hispanics (Kozol, 1991; MacLeod,
1996; Suskind, 1998; Winebrinner, 2001). In order for these students to reach their
potential and reverse underachievement, they must be provided with quality educational
experiences, including study skills, learning strategies, higher level thinking skills, test-
taking skills, and time management skills.
Data collected by the researchers cited above, along with that ofMuir-Broaddus
(1995), Baum, Renzulli, and Hebert (1995), Greenberg, Coleman, and Rankin (1993), and
Haensley (2001) indicate that gifted and underachieving minority students benefit from
metacognitive training, including study and learning skills instruction. In their
intervention, entitled the Cognitive Enrichment Network (COGNET), Greenberg et al.
provided instruction in such strategies as thought integration, selective attention, making
comparisons, and problem identification. The focus on higher-level thinking skills
helped the students tremendously in reaching their potential. In many urban school
settings, lower-level thinking skills often take precedence over higher-level thinking
skills. Thus, minority students often lag behind their white counterparts in this area.
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These findings reveal the reality that even gifted students may not develop efficient study
skills and learning strategies without appropriate instruction.
Georgia's revised policy addresses the issue of instruction by mandating that local
boards of education set curriculum objectives that focus on developing cognitive,
learning, research and reference, and metacognitive skills at each grade level. In the
Atlanta Public School System, a plan was put in place to accomplish this through
differentiated instructional principles that include nine strategies: (1) compacting,
(2) independent projects, (3) interest centers or interest groups, (4) tiered assignments,
(5) flexible skills grouping, (6) learning centers, (7) high level questions, (8) mentorships
and/or apprenticeships, and (9) contracts/management plans. The instructional program
is monitored by local school administrators, as well as by central office staff, and its
effectiveness is evaluated annually.
Definition ofVariables
Independent Variables
Old Gifted Policy - Georgia Board ofEducation (GBOE) Rule 16-4-2-.08 that was
adopted in September 1990. This rule established criteria reflecting high performance on
standardized mental ability and academic achievement tests. Students had to qualify in
both areas for placement in the program.
Revised Gifted Policy - Georgia Board of Education Rule (GBOE) 160-4-2-.38,
that was adopted by the Atlanta Board ofEducation in December of 1996.
This rule established multiple criteria for admission into the Gifted and Talented
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Program. The criteria include mental ability, achievement, creativity and motivation.
Students must qualify in three of the four areas for placement.
Dependent Variables
Instructional Program - A teaching model that includes compacting, independent
projects, interest groups, tiered assignments, flexible skills grouping, learning centers,
mentorships/apprenticeships, high-level questions, contracts and management plans.
Number ofStudents Placed - The comparative figures depicting how many pupils
were served during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following policy implementation.
Definitions of Moderating Variables
Assessment - The means by which students are evaluated to determine mastery of
objectives. These include formal and informal tests, demonstrations, and projects,
the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy according to school level.
Curriculum - The program of study used in the gifted program which includes the
quality core objectives for each course and the content to be covered within a given time
frame.
Gender - The classification of the sex of students as male or female.
Instruction - The strategies and resources used to ensure mastery ofthe
curriculum. The strategies include using various types of grouping/peer interaction,
technology and other resources, projects, demonstrations, and research.
Program Model - The four programmatic designs used in the Atlanta Public
School System. The cluster design is used in some ofthe elementary schools where there
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are not enough students to qualify for an on-site teacher. The students are transported to
another school for a full day of instruction once a week. The resource design provides
direct, on-site instruction to students who qualify. They receive at least five hours of
instruction weekly. The facilitator delivery method involves the teacher and the gifted
student designing an appropriate course of study utilizing the expertise of other personnel
or community resources. The full potential schools design is a self-contained setting in
which students are grouped for one half or more of each instructional day.
Race - The ethnic classification of students as black, white, Hispanic, Asian, or
other.
School Level - Classification and distinction of the programs in terms of grade
levels, such as elementary (grades 1-5), middle (grades 6-8), and secondary (grades 9-12).
Socioeconomic Status - The classification of students on the basis of income
levels and community factors as determined by lunch applications and Federal Survey
Impact forms.
Figure 1 shows a diagrammatic representation of the interaction among the
independent, dependent, and moderating variables in this study.
Definition of Other Terms
Achievement - A score greater than or equal to the 90th percentile on a
standardized achievement or a score of 90 on a student generated product or performance
as judged by a juried panel, according to the APS' multiple criteria guidelines.
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Figure 1. Diagrammatic Representation of the Variables
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Challenge Program - A synonym for the APS' gifted and talented curriculum.
Creativity - A score greater than or equal to the 90th percentile on a standardized
creativity instrument or a superior rating on a student product or performance, according
to the APS' multiple criteria guidelines.
Mental Ability - A score greater than or equal to the 96th percentile on a
standardized mental ability test, according to the APS' multiple criteria guidelines.
Motivation - A grade point average greater than or equal to a 3.5 GPA or a score
of 90 on a scale of 1 to 100 on a jury rated product or performance, according to the APS'
multiple criteria guidelines.
Null Hypotheses
Thirteen hypotheses were formulated to address the variables identified in the
research questions. They are:
1. There is no significant difference between the number of students placed in
the gifted program during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy.
2. There is no significant difference between the number of students placed in
the gifted program in terms of race during the 3 years before and the 3 years
after the implementation of the revised policy.
3. There is no significant difference between the number of students placed in
the gifted program in terms of gender during the 3 years before and the 3 years
after the implementation of the revised policy.
48
4. There is no significant difference in the number of students placed in the
gifted program in terms of school type during the 3 years before and the 3
years after the implementation of the revised policy.
5. There is no significant difference between the number of students placed in
the gifted program in terms of socioeconomic status during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
6. There is no significant difference in the number of students placed in the
gifted program in terms ofprogram model during the 3 years before and the
3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
7. There is no significant difference between the previous instructional
program and the revised instructional program during the 3 years before and
the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
8. There is no significant difference between the previous instructional
program and the revised instructional program in terms of curriculum during
the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised
policy.
9. There is no significant difference between the previous instructional
program and the revised instructional program in terms of instruction during
the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised
policy.
10. There is no significant difference between the previous instructional
program and the revised instructional program in terms of assessment during
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the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised
policy.
11. There is no significant difference in the previous instructional program and
the revised instructional program in terms of curriculum during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy
according to school level.
12. There is no significant difference in the previous instructional program and
the revised instructional program in terms of instruction during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level.
13. There is no significant difference in the previous instructional program and
the revised instructional program in terms of assessment during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level.
In order to test the hypotheses, comparative data for the 1993-1999 school years
was collected from the Atlanta Public School System's Department of Research,
Planning, and Accountability. These figures reveal the number of students placed in the
gifted program prior to and following the implementation of the revised gifted policy. To
acquire information relative to the instructional program, a survey was administered to
gifted education teachers who worked with gifted students during the six years indicated
and who were familiar with the program under both the old and the revised policies.
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Limitations of the Study
Despite efforts to minimize limitations in this study, some limitations still existed.
The sample involved in the survey was a small one with less than fifty participants. This
was due to the fact that, while there were ninety-four schools in the Atlanta Public School
System, every school did not have a teacher for its gifted students. There were several
itinerant teachers who work with two or more schools. Additionally, depending on the
turnover rate of teachers for the gifted, the number ofteachers who were familiar with the
instructional program under both policies was limited.
Summary
This investigation to determine the impact of the revised gifted education policy
on placement and instruction in the Gifted and Talented Program in the Atlanta Public
School System was predicated on documented theory that there is a relationship among
the dependent and independent variables identified. Based on studies by researchers such
as Hunsaker (1994), Tice (1998), and TrefFinger (1991), there have been marginal
increases in the number of minority students identified and placed in gifted programs in
other school systems since new guidelines relative to multiple identification criteria were
established. However, there continues to be a disproportionate number of Caucasians
served.
Relative to successful classroom practices in meeting the needs of gifted and
talented studentSj the research of Sternberg (1985), Westberg and Archambault (1997),
along with that ofReid and Romanoff (1997), Kinnon (1997), and Ross (1997), support
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the idea that differentiated instruction must be used. In essence, educators must move
from theory to practice in developing and implementing an instructional program for a
diversely gifted and talented population of students.
CHAPTER IV
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The purpose ofthis study was to determine whether Georgia's Revised Gifted
Policy, GBOE Rule 160-4-2-.38, resulted in an increase in the number of students placed
in the gifted program in the Atlanta Public School System. Further, the instructional
program was examined to determine the extent to which changes occurred since the
revised policy was implemented. In this chapter, the writer delineated details ofthe
methods and procedures used in this study.
Research Design
The methodology used in this study was quantitative in nature and involved the
causal comparative method. One of the main purposes for Atlanta's adoption and
implementation ofthe revised gifted policy was to increase the number of minority
students, particularly black students, who are placed in the program. To determine if the
policy has, in fact, resulted in increases in this area, the investigator collected data from
the school system's Department ofResearch, Planning and Accountability. Specifically,
the investigator compared the figures for the three years (1993-1996 school years) prior to
the new policy's implementation with the figures for the three years (1996-1999 school
years) following its implementation. The data were analyzed to determine if there were a
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statistically significant difference between the number of students placed in the program
for the time periods indicated.
In order to determine if the instructional program changed with the revision and
implementation of the gifted policy, a survey was used consisting of items relative to both
the former and current instructional program. The survey was administered to teachers
who taught in the gifted program under both policies. The information gathered from the
measures indicated is presented in tabular, graphic and narrative forms.
Description of the Setting
This investigation focused on the Gifted and Talented Program in the Atlanta
Public School System, a system bordered by the Fulton, Dekalb, Clayton and Cobb
County School Systems. According to a 1999 report from the Atlanta Public School
System's Department of Research, Planning and Accountability, the school system is
comprised of 7,583 employees which include 3,893 teachers. The racial make-up ofthe
teaching staff includes 3,129 blacks, 670 Caucasians, 85 Hispanics, 1 American Indian
and 8 Asians. The total number ofmale teachers is 744 and the number of females is
3,149. The enrollment figures for the 1998-1999 school year reveal that the system
serves approximately 59,000 students in 69 elementary, 17 middle and 11 high schools.
Additionally, there are 6 alternative and 2 community school programs. Data relative to
the percent of enrollment by race/ethnicity reveal that 89.8% of the students are black,
6.4% are white, 2.1% are Hispanic, and the remainder are Asian or other. Seventy-five
(75) percent ofthe students are eligible for free or reduced lunch and are considered
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economically disadvantaged. The system's cumulative percent of student attendance is
92.1%, and its annual dropout rate is 13%. The percent scoring at or above the national
norm in reading and math on standardized achievement tests is 48% in reading and 62%
in math.
The school system currently operates a state-funded program for gifted and
talented students which is called the Challenge Program. Eligibility for this program is
determined by the criteria established in the revised policy and consists of four areas
previously delineated. In 1989, the system applied for and received a grant from the
Jacob Javits Grant Program to nurture students at the early childhood level and assist
them in developing their gifts and talents. The program established is called the Full
Potential Program and was piloted in 8 elementary schools. It provides gifted education
services to potentially gifted and talented students, even though they do not necessarily
qualify for the state-funded program. In the remaining schools, gifted services are
provided only to those students who qualify under the state-funded program.
Sampling Procedures
Comparative data that show the number of students placed in the gifted program
were collected from reports published annually by the Atlanta Public School System's
Department ofResearch, Planning and Accountability. The data for the 1993-1996
school years were compared to that for the 1996-1999 school years. These years
represent the three years prior to and the three years following the implementation ofthe
revised policy. Additional data were gathered from a survey (see Appendix A) designed
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to compare the instructional program under the old and the revised policies. The survey
was sent to all elementary, middle and secondary teachers of the gifted who worked under
both policies and were still employed in the system during the 1999-2000 school year.
However, only the surveys completed by those employed under both policies were used
for data collection purposes.
Working with Human Subjects
Authorization to conduct this study was requested and granted (see Appendices B
and C) from the Atlanta Public School System's Department ofResearch, Planning and
Accountability. The investigator adhered to the guidelines for conducting research
activities in the Atlanta Public Schools. The participation of staff members in the survey
was strictly voluntary. Since the survey was limited to teachers in the gifted program, it
was recognized that their teaching styles and/or preferences may have impacted their
responses to the survey items. The subjects or volunteers were assured anonymity and
were not identified in this study.
Description of the Instrument
The survey items were derived from descriptions ofthe instructional programs
found in the Atlanta Public Schools' resource guides and manuals (Jones, 1996;
Mumford-Glover, 1991) used under both policies. The survey consisted of forty items,
and the participants were asked to respond to all items under the columns for the old and
the new policies. There were four response designations: (1) SA = strongly agree, (2) A
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= agree, (3) SD = strongly disagree, and (4) disagree. The items were divided into three
categories reflecting curriculum, instruction and assessment. For purposes ofvalidity,
experts in the field of gifted education who assisted in developing the instructional
program for the Atlanta Public School System were asked to examine the survey items to
judge whether or not appropriate content was included. Cronback's Alpha Coefficient
was used to test for reliability of the instrument.
Data Collection Procedures
Referral and placement data for the years 1993-1999 were collected from
Atlanta's Department ofResearch, Planning and Accountability and analyzed to
determine if increases had occurred since the inception ofthe revised policy. Secondly, a
survey consisting of items geared toward comparing and contrasting the instructional
program prior to and after the implementation of the revised policy was administered to
teachers of the gifted who had been involved with the program under both policies. The
surveys were sent, via U. S. mail, to the teachers at their base schools with a cover letter
(see Appendix D) explaining the nature of the study, the importance of their participation
in the study and their prompt return ofthe surveys. Additionally, a copy ofthe letter from
APS' Research, Accountability and Planning Department granting the researcher
permission to conduct the study was included. To promote a high rate of return, a self-
addressed, stamped envelope was provided, and participants were given the option of
faxing the completed surveys to the researcher's home.
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Statistical Applications
The data received from the survey and the annual reports for the gifted program
were processed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The data
were tabulated, analyzed, organized into tables, graphed and/or processed using basic
statistical techniques, such as percentages, range, mean, and standard deviation.
The data collected for the number of students placed in the gifted program before
and after the change in policy were also analyzed using ANOVA statistical techniques.
The test for the difference between proportions was used to determine if there were a
statistically significant difference in the mean at the .05 level. This test was used to
ensure that other variables did not affect the results of the test. The proportion of students
placed in the gifted program was compared for the three years prior to and the three years
following the implementation of the revised policy.
Summary
This was a quantitative study designed to determine if the revised gifted education
policy had an effect on placement and instruction in the Atlanta Public School System's
gifted education program. Using data from APS' annual reports for the years 1993-1999,
comparisons were made in the number of students placed in the program for the three
years prior to and the three years following the new policy's implementation.
Additionally, a survey consisting of descriptive items relative to the instructional
programs under both policies was administered to teachers of gifted students who worked
under both the old and the revised policy. The responses were analyzed, tabulated,
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graphed or processed using basic statistical techniques to determine the relationships
among the variables.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The focus of this study was two-fold: (1) to determine if the revised policy for
gifted education in the Atlanta Public School System resulted in an increase in the
number of students placed in the Program for Gifted and Talented Students; and (2) to
find out if there is a difference in the instructional program under the revised policy when
compared to the instructional program under the former policy.
This chapter presents an analysis of data obtained by looking at the number of
students served in the gifted program for the years 1993 through 1999, representing the
three years before and the three years after the new policy was implemented. The
information gathered from the Atlanta Public Schools Research and Evaluation
Department was compared and analyzed in Hypotheses 1 through 6, according to race,
gender, school level, socioeconomic status and program model.
In order to compare and contrast the instructional program for the years as
indicated, a survey was administered to the teachers involved in the gifted program during
the 1999-2000 school year when the study was conducted. The data were analyzed in
Hypotheses 7 through 13. The survey items were grouped to represent curriculum (items
1-10), instruction (items 11-34 and assessment (items 35-40). The response choices were
assigned numerical values as follows: (1) SA = Strongly Agree; (2) A = Agree;
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(3) D = Disagree, and (4) SD = Strongly Disagree. As a result ofthe arrangement of the
values from lowest (positive) to highest (negative) designations, it should be noted that
the lower the mean, the greater its value.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to summarize the
data collected in this study. The information presented in this chapter includes
demographic information on the population sample and the results and analysis of the
statistical tests applied to the null hypotheses.
Demographics of Gifted Students
Tables 1-10 provide a breakdown of the sample population over a six-year period,
1993-1996 before implementation of revised policy, and 1997-1999 after implementation
of revised policy. A total of 15,691 students were involved in the gifted program over the
span ofthe six-year period. Fifty-Five Percent (55%) ofthe participants in the program
were female students while males constituted 45% of the students participating in the
gifted program (see Table 1).
Table 1


























*Before (1993-1996), After (1997-1999)
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The following tables (2 through 7) provide the demographic breakdown data of the gifted
student population in Atlanta Public Schools. This data was collected from the school
system's Research, Planning and Accountability Department (RPA) and not from the
survey used in this study. As far as ethnicity, blacks comprised 54.8% of the population
and whites comprised 43% of all students in the gifted program (see Table 2).
Table 2
































♦Before (1993-1996), After (1997-1999)
Of the fifteen thousand students over the six year period from 1993-1999 in the gifted
program, 57% ofthe students were in elementary school, 24% in middle school, and 19%
were in high school (see Table 3). Over the same six year period, 48.59% ofthe students
were in the resource model of the gifted program, 27.73% ofthe students were in the
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Table 4
































*Before (1993-1996), After (1997-1999)
In tables 5 through 6, the data show that there is a small and insignificant increase
in the total number of students in the gifted program after the implementation of the
revised policy program. Before the revised policy program was implemented the total
number of students in the gifted program was 7,641, and after the implementation of the




The Total Number Enrolled in the GiftedProgram Population From 1993-1999
Total for all years Percent Before N After N
Number in gifted
program 15691 100 7641 8050
*Before (1993-1996), After (1997-1999)
Table 6
The Number Enrolled in the GiftedProgram Population by Year From 1993-1999
1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998^99~
Number in gifted
program 1984 2644 3010 3179 2457 2417
The number of students qualifying for SES (free and reduced lunch) in the gifted
program decreased from sixteen hundred and seven (1607) before the revised policy to
fourteen hundred and eighty-four (1484) after the revised policy, (see Table 7).
Table 7
The Number ofStudents in the Gifted Program Populationfor SESFrom 1993-1999
Total for all years Percent Before N After N
Number of SES
students 3091 100 1607 1484
*Before (1993-1996), After (1997-1999)
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Demographics of Teacher Survey Respondents
In order to gather data pertaining to the instructional program, surveys were sent
to the 42 teachers who were assigned as gifted teachers during the period ofthe research
study. More specifically, there were 23 teachers assigned at the elementary level, 13 at
the middle school level, and 6 at the high school level. The representation of respondents
included 19 of the 23 elementary teachers, 9 ofthe 13 middle school teachers and 4 ofthe
6 high school teachers. More than one half of the surveys 32 or 76% were returned.
However, 4 were disqualified as a result of the teachers' not having taught under both
policies. Consequently, 28 or 67% of the surveys are represented in this study.
Ofthe surveys returned, elementary school teachers constituted more than 60% ofthe
teachers participating in the program over the six-year period. The remainder ofthe
teachers was represented by those at the middle and high school levels, 29% and 11%
respectively (see Table 8). Tables 8 through 10 provide demographic information about
the 28 survey respondents.
Table 8















As shown in Table 9, the Resource Instructional Model was employed as the
dominant instructional model during the six-year period ofthe 28 returned surveys.
Table 9




Full Potential 2 7.1
Total 28 100.0
As indicated in Table 10, approximately 64% of the teachers had 10 or more years
ofteaching experience from the 28 returned surveys.
Table 10
Years of Teaching Experience
Years Teaching/Experience Frequency Percent
20 or more 9 32.1
10 or more 9 32.1




In this study there were thirteen hypotheses dealing with variables to be examined
and tested. Each Hypothesis is stated separately in order to anticipate the type of analysis
that is required. The calculated values were compared to the T or F distribution tables at
the 0.05 levels of significance to determine whether the null hypotheses would be
accepted or rejected. If the calculated value were greater than the table value, the null
hypothesis was rejected. If the calculated value were less than the table value, then the
null hypothesis was accepted. The analysis was done based on the following design
model. The dependent variables: number of students in gifted program and instructional
program that includes curriculum, instruction, and assessment. The independent
variables are: old gifted policy and revised gifted policy. The moderating variables are:
school level, program model, gender, race, and socioeconomic status (SES). Hypotheses
1, 7, 8, 9, 10 were analyzed using a t-Test procedure having a dependent variable and an
independent variable. Hypotheses 2 through 6 were analyzed using an ANOVA test
procedure having a dependent variable, independent variable, and moderate variable.
Hypotheses 11 through 13 having multiple factors: a dependent variable, an independent
variable factor, and a moderating variable factor, used an ANOVA test with a mean gain
design model for the dependent variable to determine if a gain occurred in the mean of
the dependent variable before and after the revised policy.
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the number of students
placed in the gifted program during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation ofthe revised policy.
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A Paired-Sample t-Test was used to determine if there were any significant
difference between the number of students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy. The results of the
Paired-Sample t-Test are shown in Table 11.
Table 11
Relationship Between Number ofStudents Enrolled in GiftedProgram Before andAfter
Revised Policy
Std Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean F Sig. T df
Before Revised Policy 3 2545 521.5947 301.1428 .077 .795 -.355 4
After Revised Policy 3 2683.333 429.7980 248.1440
*significance at or above level .05
The results ofthe Paired-Sample t-Test as shown in Table 11 resulted in the
acceptance ofthe hypothesis of no difference. The t value of-0.355 is less than the t-
table value of 1.8333. Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted. The average number of
students enrolled per year before the revised policy was 2545 and after the revised policy
the average number of students enrolled was 2683. In effect, although there were more
students enrolled in the gifted program following the implementation of the revised gifted
policy, the number was not large enough to constitute a significant difference.
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Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program in terms of race during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the number of students placed in the gifted program in terms of race during the 3
years before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy. The results of
the ANOVA test are shown in Table 12.
Table 12
Relationship Between Number ofStudents in GiftedProgram in Terms ofRace Before
andAfter RevisedPolicy
ss
2-way interaction Race and Before
and After Revised Policy 741 -444
*significance at or above level .05





















The ANOVA test yielded an F-Ratio of 0.006 with a significance value of 0.994.
At the 0.05 level of significance this F-Ratio was not significant. As a result, the null
hypothesis was accepted, with there being no difference.
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Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant difference between the number
of students placed in the gifted program based on gender prior to and
following the implementation of the revised gifted policy.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the number of students placed in the gifted program in terms of gender during
the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy. The
results ofthe ANOVA test are shown in Table 13.
Table 13
Relationship Between Number ofStudents in Gifte Program in Terms ofGender Before
andAfter RevisedPolicy
SS df MS Sig.
2-way interaction Gender and Before and
After Revised Policy 154.083 1 154.083 .003 .960
"significance at or above level .05






















The ANOVA test yielded a F value of 0.003 with a significance value of 0.960.
At the 0.05 level of significance this F-Ratio was not significant. As a result, the null
hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, there is no significant difference between the
number of students placed in the gifted program in terms of gender during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program in terms of school level during the 3
years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the number of students placed in the gifted program in terms of school level
during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
The results of the ANOVA test are shown in Table 14.
The ANOVA test yielded a F-Ratio of 0.044,with a significance value of 0.957.
At the 0.05 level of significance this F-Ratio was not significant. This null hypothesis
was accepted. Therefore, there is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program in terms of school level during the 3 years before
and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program in terms of socioeconomic status




Relationship Between Number ofStudents in Gifted Program in Terms ofSchool Level
Before andAfter Revised Policy
2-way interaction School Level and
Before and After Revised Policy
*significance at or above level .05

































An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the number of students placed in the gifted program in terms of socioeconomic
status during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised
policy. The results of the ANOVA test are shown in Table 15.
The ANOVA test yielded a F-Ratio of 0.134 with a significance value of 0.719.
At the 0.05 level of significance this F-Ratio did not equal or exceed the predetermined
value in order to reject the null hypothesis. As a result, this null hypothesis was accepted.
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Table 15
Relationship Between Number ofStudents in GiftedProgram in Terms ofSES Before and
After Revised Policy
ss
SES Main Effect Before or
After Revised Policy 840.500
*significance at or above level .05



















Mean (number of students)
542.33
494.67
In effect, the socioeconomic status of students had no impact upon their participation in
the gifted program prior to or following the implementation of the revised gifted policy.
In fact, there was a decrease (47.66) in the mean for students in the low SES category
following the implementation of the revised policy.
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program in terms ofprogram model during
the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised
policy.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the number of students placed in the gifted program in terms ofprogram type
during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
The results ofthe ANOVA test are shown in Table 16.
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Table 16
Relationship Between Number ofStudents in GiftedProgram in Terms ofProgram Model
Before andAfter Revised Policy
2-way interaction Program Model
and Before and After Revised Policy


































The ANOVA test yielded an F-Ratio of 0.385 with a significance value of 0.688.
At the 0.05 level of significance, this F-Ratio did not equal or exceed the predetermined
value necessary for the rejection of the null hypothesis. As a result, the hypothesis ofno
difference was accepted. The results indicate that the program type was not a factor in the
number of students participating in the program prior to and following the
implementation of the revised gifted policy.
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Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program during the 3
years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
A Paired-Sample t-Test was used to determine if there were any significant
difference between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional
program during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised
policy. The scale range for the questions on the survey was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 =
Agree, 3 = Disagree, and 4 = Strongly Disagree. The results of the Paired-Sample t-Test
are shown in Table 17.
Table 17
Paired-Sample t-Test Results Instruction Program Before andAfter Revised Policy
Std Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean T Sig. df
Before Revised Policy
Instructional Program 28 2.1143 .2696 .0509 3.342 .002 27
After Revised Policy
Instructional Program 28 1.9527 .2706 .0511 27
*significance at or above level .05
The mean for the previous instructional program was 2.1143. The mean score for
the revised instructional program was 1.9527. The Paired-Sample t-Test yielded a t-value
of 3.342 with a significance value of 0.002. At the 0.05 level of significance this t-value
was significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, there is a
significant difference between the previous instructional program and the revised
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instructional program during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation
ofthe revised policy.
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
curriculum during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation ofthe revised policy.
A Paired-sample t-Test was used to determine if there were any significant
difference between the previous instructional program during the 3 years before and the 3
years after the implementation ofthe revised policy. The scale range for the questions on
the survey was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, and 4 = Strongly Disagree.
The results ofthe Paired-sample t-Test are shown in Table 18.
Table 18
Paired-Sample t-Test Results in Terms ofCurriculum Before andAfter RevisedPolicy
Std Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean T Sig. df
Before Revised Policy
Curriculum 28 2.2214 .3337 .06307 3.206 .003 27
After Revised Policy
Curriculum 28 2.0000 .2994 .05658 27
*significance at or above level .05
The mean for the previous instructional program is 2.2214, and the revised instructional
program in terms of curriculum is 2.0000 during the 3 years before and the 3 years after
the implementation ofthe revised policy. The Paired-sample t-Test yielded a value of
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3.206 with a significance value of .003, at the 0.05 level of significance this t value was
significant. The null hypothesis was therefore rejected. Therefore, there is a significant
difference between the previous instructional program in terms of curriculum during the 3
years before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
instruction during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy.
A Paired-sample t-Test was used to determine if there were any significant
difference between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional
program in terms of instruction during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy. The scale range for the questions on the survey
was: 1-Strongly Agree, 2-Agree, 3-Disagree and 4-Strongly Disagree. The results of the
Paired-sample t-Test are shown in Table 19.
The mean for the previous instructional program is 2.0446 and the revised
instructional program in terms of instruction is 1.8735 during the 3 years before and the 3
years after the implementation of the revised policy. The Paired-sample t-Test yielded a t
value of 3.175. This t value was significant at the .004 significance level. As a result, the
null hypothesis was therefore rejected. There was a significant difference between the
previous and the revised instructional programs in terms of instruction during the 3 years
before and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
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Table 19
Paired-Sample t-Test Results in Terms ofInstruction Before andAfter Revised Policy
Std. Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean T Sig. df
Before Revised Policy
Instruction 28 2.0446 .2911 .2911 3.175 .004 27
After Revised Policy
Instruction 28 1.8735 .3569 .3569 27
*significance at or above level .05
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
assessment during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy.
A Paired-sample t-Test was used to determine if there were any significant
difference between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional
program in terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation ofthe revised policy. The scale range for the questions on the survey
was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, and 4 = Strongly Disagree. The
results ofthe a Paired-sample t-Test are shown in Table 20.
The mean for the previous instructional program is 2.2143 and the revised
instructional program is 2.1905 in terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the 3
years after the implementation of the revised policy. The Paired-sample t-Test yielded a
t-value of 0.430 with a significance value of 0.671, at the 0.05 level of significance this
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Table 20
Paired-Sample t-Test Results in Terms ofAssessment Before andAfter Revised Policy
Std. Std. Error
N Mean Deviation Mean T Sig. df
Before Revised Policy
Assessment 28 2.2143 .4510 .08523 .430 .671 27
After Revised Policy
Assessment 28 2.1905 .4296 .08120 27
* significance at or above level .05
F-ratio value was not significant. The null hypothesis was therefore accepted. Therefore,
there is no significant difference between the previous instructional program and the
revised instructional program in terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the 3
years after the implementation ofthe revised policy.
Hypothesis 11: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
curriculum during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy according to school level.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional program in
terms of curriculum according to school level during the 3 years before and the 3 years
after the implementation of the revised policy according to school level. The scale range
for the questions on the survey was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, and
4 = Strongly Disagree. The results of the ANOVA test are shown in Table 21.
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Table 21
Relationship Between The Instructional Programs in Terms ofCurriculum Before and
After Revised Policy by School Level
Curriculum Before and After Revised
by School Level
*significance at or above level .05
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The curriculum before and after the revised instructional program between school
levels yielded a F-Ratio value of 0.179 with a significance level value of 0.271, at the
0.05 level of significance this F-ratio value was not significant. The null hypothesis is
accepted since there is no significant difference between school levels as it regards to
curriculum before or after the establishment of the revised instructional program.
Therefore, there is a no significant difference between the previous instructional program
80
and the revised instructional program in terms of curriculum during the 3 years before
and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy according to school level.
Hypothesis 12: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
instruction during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation ofthe revised policy according to school level.
An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional program in
terms of instruction during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of
the revised policy according to school level. The scale range for the questions on the
survey was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, and 4 = Strongly Disagree. The
results ofthe ANOVA test are shown in Table 22.
The instruction before and after the revised policy between school levels yielded
an F-Ratio value of 3.886 with a significance level value of 0.034. At the 0.05
significance level, this F-ratio value was significant. The null hypothesis is rejected since
there is a significant difference between school levels as it relates to instruction before or
after the establishment ofthe revised policy. Therefore, there is a significant difference
between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional program in
terms of instruction during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of
the revised policy according to school level.
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Table 22
Relationship Between the Instructional Programs in Terms ofInstruction Before and
After Revised Policy by School Level
SST df MS F Sig!
Instruction Before and After Revised
Policy by School Level .521 2 .260 3.886 .034
* significance at or above level .05
Mean Descriptive of Instruction School Level N Mean
Instruction before revised policy

























A paired samples T-test was used to compare the means of instruction before and
after in terms of each school level to compute the difference between values for each case
and test whether the average differs from 0. Further analysis was conducted to determine
which school levels had significant differences in their means before and after the revised













School After 17 .2672 .18753 .04548 .1707 .3636 5.874 16 .000
Middle Before -
School After 8 .0417 .39466 .13953 -.3716 .2883 -.299 7 .774
High Before -
School After 3 .1944 .10486 .06054 -.0660 .4549 3.212 2 .085
The results show that there is a significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of elementary school
program. The elementary t-value is (5.874) with a significance probability of .000, which
is significant at the 0.05 significance level. However, there is no significant difference in
the middle and high school instructional program when comparing the means before and
after the revised policy as related to instruction respectively. The middle school t-value is
-.299 with a significant probability of .774. The significant probability in middle school
students is not significant at the .05 significance level. The high school t-value is 3.212
with a significant probability of .085. The significant probability at the high school level
is not significant at the .05 significance level.
Hypothesis 13: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program in terms of
assessment during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the
implementation of the revised policy according to school level.
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An ANOVA test was used to determine if there were any significant difference
between the previous instructional program and the revised instructional program in
terms of assessment during the 3 years before and the 3 years after the implementation of
the revised policy according to school level. The scale range for the questions on the
survey was: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, and 4 = Strongly Disagree. The
results of the ANOVA test are shown in Table 24.
Table 24
Relationship Between The Instructional Programs in Terms ofAssessment Before and
After Revised Policy by School Level
SS df MS Sig.
Assessment Before and After
Revised Policy by School Level 0774 03873 .432 .654
* significance at or above level .05
Mean Descriptive of Assessment School Level N Mean
Assessment Before Revised Policy


























The assessment before and after the revised instructional program between school
levels yielded a F-Ratio value of 0.432 with a significance level value of 0.654, at the
0.05 significance level this F-ratio value was not significant. The null hypothesis is
accepted since there is no significant difference between school levels as it regards to
assessment before or after the establishment of the revised Instructional program.
Therefore, there is a no significant difference between the previous instructional program
and the revised instructional program in terms of assessment during the 3 years before
and the 3 years after the implementation ofthe revised policy according to school level.
Summary
This chapter presented the statistical analysis of the data obtained by comparing
the number of students served in the gifted program from 1993 through 1999,
representing the 3 years before and the 3 years after the revised gifted policy was
implemented. Further, data generated from a survey administered to teachers of gifted
students were analyzed to determine if there were differences in the instructional program
for the years represented in this study. The 13 hypotheses ofthe study were tested using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), and the procedures used were
Frequency, t-Test and the ANOVA test. The results of these statistical procedures
revealed that nine hypotheses were accepted and four were rejected.
The results show that there is a significant difference in the overall instructional
program and in particular with curriculum and instruction components as it relates to the
before and after revised policy implementation. The data analysis indicates that there is a
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significant difference in the instruction component of the instructional program before
and after the revised policy in regards to elementary, middle, and high schools. Other
results show there is no significant difference in the assessment component before or after
the revised policy. Further results show there is no significant difference as it relates to
gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, program model, or school level in the number of
gifted students placed in the Atlanta Public Schools Gifted program before or after the
revised policy implementation.
In the beginning of this chapter, two objectives were identified: (1) to determine
if the revised policy for gifted education in the Atlanta Public School System resulted in
an increase in the number of students placed in the Program for Gifted and Talented
Students, and (2) to find out if there were a difference in the instructional program under
the revised policy when compared to the instructional program under the former policy.
The data analysis revealed that the revised policy did not significantly increase the
number of gifted students in the Atlanta Public Schools Gifted Program. However, the
data does show that there is a difference in the instructional program after the
implementation ofthe revised policy. Chapter VI presents the findings, conclusions,
implications, and recommendations based on the results of this study.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was two-fold: (1) to determine if the revised policy for
gifted education in the Atlanta Public School System has resulted in an increase in the
number of students referred and placed in the Program for Gifted and Talented Students;
and (2) to determine if there is a difference in the instructional program under the revised
policy when compared to the instructional program under the former policy. Several
concomitant variables that were critical to the overall purpose and intent of the Atlanta
Public School Systems Gifted and Talented Students Program were also examined.
These variables included the following: Race, Gender, School Type, Socioeconomic
Status, and Program Model. The dependent variable pertaining to the instructional
program was further analyzed utilizing data gathered from surveys administered to the
teachers involved in the gifted program during the time of the study. The instructional
variable was examined relative to the impact of the revised policy upon instruction,
assessment, and curriculum, juxtaposed with school level. Data for the research study
covered a six-year period, 1993-1999, and was obtained from the official records ofthe




In total, the research examined thirteen hypotheses in order to determine the main
effects ofthe independent variables of the initial and revised gifted policy upon the
number of students placed in the gifted program prior to and following the
implementation of the revised policy. The researcher utilized the t-Test and the Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) to test the hypotheses and identify the main effects ofthe
independent variables upon the dependent variables. The following findings resulted
from the analysis and testing of the hypotheses:
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy. This hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation ofthe revised gifted policy relative to race. This hypothesis was
accepted.
Null Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to gender. This hypothesis was
accepted.
Null Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
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the implementation ofthe revised gifted policy relative to school type. This hypothesis
was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to socioeconomic status. This
hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to the program model. This
hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program during the 3 years prior to
and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy. This hypothesis was
rejected.
Null Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to curriculum during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was rejected.
Null Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to instruction during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to assessment during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 11: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to curriculum during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. This hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 12: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to instruction during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. This hypothesis was rejected when looking at the overall
results from all three levels. Further analysis by school level, however, revealed that at
the elementary level, there was a significant difference in the instructional program for
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years after the implementation of the revised policy.
Null Hypothesis 13: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to assessment during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. This hypothesis was accepted.
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Conclusions
Since nine ofthe thirteen null hypotheses were accepted, this indicates that no
significant difference can be attributed to the implementation of the revised policy.
Theoretically, the revised policy was designed to address the under-representation of
minority students in the gifted program whose gifts and/or talents may have gone
undetected through traditional eligibility requirements, and to offer an instructional
program to meet the needs of all eligible students. The only significant differences,
according to the study, were found in the instructional program as it relates to
instructional delivery, curriculum and assessment. Based on these findings, the following
conclusions are drawn:
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy. Although the hypothesis test indicated
that there was no significant increase in the number of students in the gifted program, in
truth, the enrollment increased by 415 students during the period following the
implementation of the revised policy. Interestingly enough, the increase reflected the
relative proportion of students across gender, socioeconomic levels and race. In effect,
the increase could be attributed to normal population growth patterns.
Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to race. The fact that this
hypothesis was accepted raises a series of questions regarding the impact ofthe policy
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revision. One of the primary intents of the policy revision was to increase the relative
proportion of minority students enrolled in the gifted program. The greatest increase
(54%) was among other races, including Hispanics and Asians. This, however, can be
attributed to the influx of these groups into the school system during the last five years.
Null Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to gender. The acceptance ofthis
hypothesis may be attributed to the same factors that impacted the slight increase in the
number of students. That is, normal population growth patterns suggest that the number
ofmales and females would reflect that representation in the total population regardless
of any policy change.
Null Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to school type. The acceptance of
this hypothesis is consistent with what would be expected when a systemwide policy
change is enacted. The expectation would be that all schools would be affected
regardless of school type.
Null Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to socioeconomic status. This
hypothesis was accepted and mirrors the profile of the school population. A program
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policy change would not be expected to impact the number of students from lower,
middle, or upper income families.
Null Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between the number of
students placed in the gifted program during the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following
the implementation of the revised gifted policy relative to the program model. Again, the
revision ofthe gifted policy was intended to impact all program models in the school
system.
Null Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program during the 3 years prior to
and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy. This hypothesis was
rejected. The revised policy did in fact result in a change in the instructional program
following the implementation of the revised policy. Fortunately, the research provides
data regarding what areas of the instructional program were impacted.
Null Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to curriculum during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was rejected consistent with the finding that the revised gifted policy had
a significant impact on the instructional program. The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
resulted in a significant F-ratio. Obviously, a significant F-ratio only indicates that
something significant happened. It does not identify the source of the impact. In effect,
the curriculum changed following the implementation of the policy revision. The source
or the actual cause of the change is not clear.
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Null Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to instruction during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was rejected. Teachers in the gifted program utilized a different
pedagogy following the policy change. This finding is not surprising in view ofthe
impact that the policy change had on the instructional program in general. The change in
the manner in which teachers taught could very well be a factor of the revised curriculum
implemented after the gifted policy was changed.
Null Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to assessment during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy.
This hypothesis was accepted. This was somewhat unexpected in light of the fact that
both the curriculum and the manner in which teachers delivered the instructional program
changed following the revision of the policy. In short, one would expect that a new
curriculum and pedagogy would result in a different approach to student assessment.
Null Hypothesis 11: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to curriculum during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. This hypothesis was accepted. The Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) results indicate school level was not impacted by the policy change. This is
not unexpected in view of the fact the policy revision was a system-wide mandate
affecting all levels.
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Null Hypothesis 12: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to instruction during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. This hypothesis was rejected when looking at the three levels
combined. Further analysis, however, revealed a significant difference at the elementary
level, but not at the middle and high school levels. This was somewhat surprising since
this was a system-wide mandate affecting all levels. One would expect that similar
findings would occur at all three levels. On the other hand, the differences in program
models, instructional strategies, learning styles, levels of academic maturity and other
factors may have impacted the delivery of instruction at the various levels.
Null Hypothesis 13: There is no significant difference between the previous
instructional program and the revised instructional program relative to assessment during
the 3 years prior to and the 3 years following the implementation of the revised policy
according to school level. The manner in which teachers assess student performance did
not vary significantly between elementary, middle, and high schools following the change
in gifted policy. This finding supports the contention that the policy change was
implemented at a system level as opposed to a school level.
Implications
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following implications
can be drawn:
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1. A change in policy, without systemic change, did not bring about the desired
results. It appears that the problem did not lie in the gifted program itself, nor
with the teachers ofthe gifted. According to the survey, the curriculum,
instruction and assessment did change significantly after the new policy was
implemented. Significant changes did not occur in the process leading up to
placement in the program. If policy does not involve the total school program
and those responsible for implementing it, positive change will be limited.
2. The school system did not do a good job in increasing the level of awareness
and in providing appropriate training for persons responsible for moving
students from the average range of achievement to the highest level of
achievement. Traditionally, the focus for teachers in the regular education
program has been on helping students achieve at the national norm on
standardized tests or focusing on those with academic deficits, leaving the
intellectually brightest students to fend for themselves. Without appropriate
instruction and support, these students will not reach optimum levels of
performance.
3. Giftedness cannot be defined by policy. Based on the findings, students who
qualified under the old policy are no different from those who qualified under
the new policy. Since there were changes in eligibility and identification
criteria, and there were no significant increases in placement among minority
and low socioeconomic populations, the previous policy was not the barrier
preventing their placement. It was their giftedness or the lack thereof.
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Recommendations
According to the research findings, the implementation of the revised policy for
gifted and talented students was successful in impacting only a portion of the predicted
areas - more specifically, curriculum, instruction and assessment. The school system is
challenged to find ways to increase significantly the number of students referred,
identified and placed in the program, especially as it relates to minority students and those
from low socioeconomic populations. Based on the findings of the study, the following
recommendations are made:
1. The school system should assess perceptions and expectations ofteachers,
counselors and other support staff to determine how these might impact the
identification of gifted students.
2. The school system should work more closely with those who operate early
learning programs, particularly in low socioeconomic and minority areas, to
develop a more rigorous and challenging curriculum that prepares beginning
learners for the challenges in the public schools. Early intervention by
parents, family members and child-care providers in the intellectual, social
and psychological development of children is essential for their future success
in school. Thus, such programs as Family Literacy, Head Start, Early Start
and others are critical to the success of any efforts. The school system's
dialogue with the directors and support of these programs must be substantive.
This entails providing human, material and financial resources to ensure that
program offerings will raise achievement levels.
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3. Assess and re-design professional development programs to prepare teachers
to use differentiated instructional and assessment strategies that will prepare
more students for the gifted program. Teachers must be trained to engage
students in challenging, meaningful and interesting activities that require them
to use high level thought processes.
4. Provide more enrichment activities for students who fall into middle and high
performance levels. While remediation activities benefit students performing
at the lower levels, there should be just as much emphasis on enrichment
activities for those performing at the higher levels.
5. Teachers, counselors and other support staff must be provided with ongoing
professional development to ensure that they know the criteria for identifying
gifted students and the procedure for referring the students who are potentially
gifted and talented.
6. Principals must make sure that the individual at the local school who serves as
the gifted program's contact person has the interest and expertise to work
consistently and persistently with teachers in looking at standardized test data
and class performance for the purpose of identifying and referring potentially
gifted and talented students for further diagnoses.
7. Since eligibility and placement of students begin with referrals from teachers,
the referral process needs to be improved. Instead of relying on a single
teacher, usually the homeroom teacher, to refer a student, a panel of staff
members should be appointed at the local school level to look at data for a
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student who may possess gifts and talents. This panel might be comprised of
subject area teachers or enrichment teachers who have worked with the
student at some point during his/her career. Consequently, referrals would not
be left to chance in the hands of one teacher who may not have the best
interest of the student at heart.
Recommendations for Future Research
The school system should collect data on the number of students referred for
gifted services. At the time of this study, this data were not available. Had it been
available, it would have provided valuable information on how well schools are doing in
the referral process. If teachers are not referring potential candidates for the gifted
program, the number of students served will continue to be limited.
Summary
This chapter presented the findings, conclusions, implications and
recommendations for the study. Nine of the 13 hypotheses tested in this research study
were accepted, and four were rejected, indicating that no significant difference can be
attributed to the implementation ofthe revised policy. Although more students were
enrolled in the program following the implementation of the revised policy, the number
ofblack, white or other students was not impacted by it. As it relates to minority
students, there was an increase, though not significant, in their placement. However, the
relative proportion remained constant. In effect, the percent of minority students placed
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in the program did not change significantly, and minority students remained
disproportionate to their numbers in the total school system.
The same is true of the socioeconomic status, gender of the students, program
model and school types. While the instructional program changed significantly following
the implementation of the revised policy, there was no significant change in the
instructional program when analyzed by school level. However, there was a significant
difference in the instructional program at the elementary level. In short, middle and high
schools continued to operate in essentially the same manner, but significant changes did
occur at the elementary level. The analysis of the data further indicated that overall, the
instructional program, more than any other school component, was impacted significantly
as a result of the revised policy. Specifically, the curriculum and the manner in which
teachers taught and assessed students changed significantly following the implementation
of the revised policy.
Future attempts to increase the number of minority students enrolled in the gifted
program must focus on areas in addition to the curriculum and instructional programs. It
is recommended that the school system concentrate on early intervention strategies in
order to significantly increase the percent of minority students in the gifted program. In
addition, a careful review and analysis of the profiles of the students entering schools may
be necessary in order to fully understand why the percent of minority students in gifted
programs has not increased to mirror their total number in the school system's population.
Although the analysis of the data covered a six-year period, 1993-1999, future
research that is field-based and continuous may be beneficial to the goal of increasing the
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number ofminority students in the gifted program. In addition, it is clear that the effort to
revise the gifted policy was successful in focusing attention on several issues associated


















































































1. Content is presented primarily through
use oftextbooks
2. A Variety of resources is used in
teaching and learning.
3. The curriculum is driven by student
achievement
4. Technology is integrated into the
curriculum
5. The curriculum involves the
development of advanced products
related to various content areas.
6. Students are required to work through
all curriculum learning objectives
7. Content acceleration is used.
8. The curriculum is standardized at each
grade level.
9. Flexible scheduling is used to meet the
needs ofthe students.
10. Career exploration is a component of
the curriculum.
Instruction
11. Small group instruction is used on a
regular basis.
12. Students' learning styles are considered
in designing learning activities.
13. A variety of field trip experiences is
provided.
14. Students are given an opportunity to





























































Appendix A (continued) 102
Old Policy
12 3 4
SA A D SD
Revised Policy
12 3 4









































































3. Whole group instruction is the primary
means of instruction.
4. Gifted students have an opportunity to
work or interact with a professional in a
chosen field.
17. Instructional strategies address
students' special talents as well as their
intellectual abilities.
18. Instruction is tailored to meet the
individual needs of students.
19. Flexible grouping is used on a regular
basis.
20. Students engage in interactive learning.
21. Students are allowed to engage in
independent study.
22. Mentoring is widely used as an
instructional strategy.
23. Students engage in authentic learning
activities which require them to solve
real-life problems.
24. Students engage in a variety of research
projects.
25. Students help to develop their own
programs of study.
26. Instruction is driven by curriculum
guides.
27. Learning centers are used in gifted
classrooms.
28. Students engage in investigative study
on topics of interest.
29. Questioning techniques involve
advanced levels of information that
require higher order thinking skills.
30. Regular education teachers are trained
to teach gifted students in the regular
classroom setting.
31. Contracts are used as a part ofthe
instructional program.
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Old Policy
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33. Tiered assignments are a component of
instruction.
34. Students engage in high level
discussions on a variety oftopics.
Assessment
35. Each student is required to maintain a
portfolio exhibiting a wide range of
activities.
36. Students are given opportunities to set
their own goals for learning.
37. All students are expected to move at the
same pace.
3g. Standardized tests are used as the
primary means of assessment.
39. Students are allowed to move at their
own pace.
40. A variety of assessment measures is
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• A draft ofthe letter that will accompany the survey.
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the Atlanta Public School System, and it is hoped that you will find all requirements in order.
However, I am opened to any suggestions for improvement that you may have.
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your study before beginning your research. Principals have the final approval on whether a
research study is conducted in their schools. If a principal does not approve ofyour research
or believes that your study is not in the best interest ofthe school, your request to conduct
your research study among the teachers in that school is denied.
Tta Atlanta PiMeSchod Systemsnot disaiiniiiate on the Tia^
orientation in any ofits employment practices, educational programs, services or activities. For additional information about nondiscrimination provisions,
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4. You will not be provided with individual student records or test data for
individual students. Only blind or aggregate data by group, school, or systemwide can
be released.
5. The data collection phase ofyour research study must be completed by the end of
the 2000 calendar year.
6. Activities related to your research study must not interfere with the instructional
program in the schools or with the state and local testing programs. The completion of your
survey instrument by teachers should occur during noninstructional hours, possibly during a
regularly scheduled faculty meeting.
7. Teachers and other APS staffmembers can assist with you research study only on
a voluntary basis.
8. The confidentiality ofprincipals, teachers other APS staff members, students,
schools, and the other school system must be ensured. Pseudonyms for people and the
schools, as well as reference to APS as "large urban school system," are required in the title
and text ofyour final report before publication or presentation outside APS.
9. If changes are made in the research design or in the instruments used, you must
notify the Department ofResearch, Planning, and Accountability. Please contact me at
(404) 827-8186 ifI can be offurther assistance.
Sincerely,
NJE:dd-#1270
Xc: Dr. Nancy Ameleru-Marshall
Dr. Sharon B. Jones
Nancy J. Emmonds, Ph.D.
Researcher
f*'
'or additional information about nondiscrimination provisions
Atlanta, Georgia 30315, (404) 827-8741 (V/TT).
APPENDIX D





My name is Inez D. Thomas, and I am assistant principal at Humphries Elementary
School. I am currently pursuing the Ed. D. Degree in Educational Administration at
Clark Atlanta University and was recently admitted to candidacy.
For several years, I have followed the progress of gifted education in Georgia and
particularly in the Atlanta Public School System. My interest prompted me to conduct a
research study centered around changes that have resulted since the revised policy
(GBOE Rule 16-4-2-.38) was implemented in 1996. Specifically, the topic ofmy
dissertation is: "The Impact of the Revised Gifted Education Policy on Referrals,
Placement and Instruction of Gifted and Talented Students in the Atlanta Public School
System."
I am asking for your assistance in gathering data for one component ofthis study. I will
be grateful if you would complete the following survey related to the instructional
program and return it to me in the stamped, self-addressed envelope before March 30,
2000. Ifyou prefer, you may fax the survey to me at (770) 981-6672.
If you have questions or concerns, please feel free to write me at the above address, fax
me or call me at (770) 981-7499. Thank you in advance for your support and cooperation.





Letter of Support from Gifted Coordinator
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOL:
Ifit's good for the children,
then make it so.
Dear Gifted Educator:
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION
2930 FORREST HILL DRIVE, S. W
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30315





Mrs. Inez D. Thomas has been approved by the Research Screening Committee to conduct research in the
Atlanta Public School System. Her topic is centered around gifted education and examines the impact that
the revised gifted education policy has had on various components of the program.
In order to garner information about the instructional program, she will be sending surveys to teachers who
have been with the program under both the old and the revised policies. I have reviewed her proposal and
believe that it may provide valuable information about gifted education in the Atlanta Public School
System.
I am asking for your cooperation in assisting Mrs. Thomas in completing this study. Your participation is
strictly voluntary, and complete confidentiality is guaranteed. Thank you for your continued interest in and
support of the program.
Sincerely,
Sharon Jones
The Atlanta Public School System does not discriminate on the "basis ofrace, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, martial status or sexual
orientation in any of its employment practices, educational programs, services or activities. For additional information about nondiscrimination
provisions, contact the Equal Educational Opportunities Coordinator, 2930 Forrest Hill Drive, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30315, (404) 827-8741 (V/TT).
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